Amdf. Da fed Aligns* 13, 2007 

Response to Office Action of May 16.. 2007 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
Claims 1.-12 art; currently pending in the application. 

Applicant further submits herewith an Information Disclosure Statement including 
c< cii j n i eferei „v - 

Applicant has amended claims 1 and 12, as set forth above, and resubmits the 
remaining claims without amendment. 

Claim 12 

Claim 12 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being anticipated 
by U.S. Patent PubL No. 2004/0260750 to Ruutuet al 

c! I ( i 1 an mc every element e t tl i th J in 

found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior .art reference." See MPEP 
§ 2131 (quoting Verdegaal Bros, v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 f.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 
1.051, 1053 (Fed. Or. 1987)). 

i v thai the wireless dien - remote from the 
reless i a 5 1 1 ! s v 0 I a ? 1 i ,l ] A 

matter of claim 1.2, as it does not teach, for example, receiving, at a wireless network access 
device, a session initiation message from a wireless client remote from the wireless 
network access device. Ruutu teaches a system where the QoS processing disclosed 
therein is contained within the functionality of a single device. Specifically, Ruutu teaches 
a mobile device 1 1 R that includes a QoS module 202, a connection manager 204, and 
session and transport protocol module 206. As Ruutu teaches, the SIP and SOP protocol 
functions of the mobile device may access the QoS module 202 to "request QoS capabilities 
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and map them to SDP parameters." Ruutu f 0035. 
Claims 1-11 

Claims 1-6 and 9 have been rejected under 35 U.S C £ 103d ) js all* , y being 
unpatentable over Ruutu in view of U.S. Patent Publ. No 2005/02864 gge ;t al 

Claims 7 and 8 have bee i refected tmdea 35 U.S-C § 103(a) as alleged!} being imp rtentable 
aver ■■Ruutu and Tagg in further view of U.S. Patent Publ No. 2007 >76 > np) 
al, Claims 10 and II have been rejected under 35 L ^ t > > > 1 1 
unpatentable over Ruutu and Tagg in fur the i > S Patent Put No. 2< 23? 14 
to Belfiori et. al 

i! c prima fa ecai >.{ obviousness b o.t utnn teach suj t 
ail the claim limitations.'' N4PEP § 2143; see also \ I ° § 2143.03 ("To establish prima facie 
oH ousn< v j claimed i ven ton, all the d nutations .rm * 
by the prior art."). 

The Examiner alk :es t -3 the r-upuseJ c^tnbi:i,n^;i u r Ruutu and T i km - V ■ - 
>r s ts th v t mallei mts respectfu > < 

request reconsideration. 

Ruutu m ' rag u ther ilcne nor in combination, discloses the claimed subject 
m tti Ys set forth abo\ th< med bject m < > ill li id to 
Sr. nsp nil } ' - < , - < n t e s ^ - e > ~.e- ,h'u- o> w hit b 

the session initiation messages correspond. 

in formulating the instant rejection, the Examiner has misinterpreted the teachings 
of Ruutu and consequently misapplied its teachings to the pending damns As to claim 1, 
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Arodt. Dated August 15.,- 200? 

Reoponsf- lo Oifico Aciion of May 16, 2007 

for example, Ruutu does not teach a central control element that Is "operative to manage 
ii J i rel > n m > veen the access elements and corresponding 

remote client elements." Additional claim language makes clear that a remote client 
element is connected to an access element, and that a central control element manages the 
connections between access elements and remote client elements. 'I he Examiner appears 
to Ikgj fluidin ( i i hi a ii } N << in it nil control 

element. The examiner's allegation, however, is demonstrably incorrect. Father, Ruutu 
clearly teaches a QoS mechanism, where a QoS module 202 installed on a wireless device 

em- ia onnec a - recount don manager 204 of Ruuti is an 

additional, functional module Installed on a wireless device or client. Indeed, all the 
elements identified in Figure 2 are associated with a single mobile device or wireless client. 
For example, Figure 2 alec illustrates a user interface module 221. While the connection 
nanager 2 ponsibl con ion se Ruutu 1 = ectiors nanage 

mi operate- <m a sinew mobile device pi a? form and is, there: ore, nor operative to manage 
conn- Lions la fcwet n multipk access elements and corresponding remote chant el< me us 
Shi I u her 1 - ea ised i - <■ i mocuonmana 204 .i nstall.ee 

on > d< \ v. J i l< > > 1> > ui di nait id 1 n m v 

claims. 

Accordingly, when the teachings of Ruutu are placed in their proper context the 
simply do not support a prima facie case of obviousness either alone or in combination 
with fa > v. epic Examiner allege 1 bantu tear e cm 

control element s operative to transmi S pole j i nent to which 

the. remote client element is associated. However, since Ruutu does not teach a central 
control element, it does not teach this operation or the other operations in the pending 
claims that are performed by the central control element. 
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Appi.No.: 10/611,521 

A md*. Dated AtsguU 15, 2007 

Response to Office Acrioo of May 16,2007 

Given the foregoing, even assuming that the proposed Ruutu-Tagg combination is 
appropriate,, the proposed combination fails to disclose the subject matter of the invention. 

The Examiner relies on Tagg merely for disclosure of a wireless access point operating in 
a network environment. As discussed above, the proposed combination would yield a 
mobile device having a QoS module 202 and connection manager 204 that can 

omnusn > etwork environment including one or more access elements. 

As discussed above, however, the proposed Ruutu-Tagg combination fails to disclose a 
central control element that manages connections between mobile devices and the access 
elements, and performs the operations identified in claim. 1, such as receiving session 
initiation messages from the remote client elements and transparently processing them to 
support QoS tor the ensuing session. 

Dependent claims 2-10 are allowable for the reasons discussed above. As to claim 2, 
however, the Examiner appears to allege that the tunneling capabilities taught in Tagg 
teach the tumi t < < in claim 2; however/the Examiner ovs >ol< tual claim 

language that indicates that a central control element is operative to establish tunnels with 
aca -> v. u e > N ei a yg > dan u teach th i ado es t< in he 
Examines ncoj U < T eacl I 

teaches a hand off from one network type (WW AN) to another network type (WLAN); 
however n< hingin te cited t. ssa e teaches tl tQoS st Exami 
intends to allege that such a feature is inherent to Tagg, Applicant requests that the 
Examiner point to actual evidence that such a feature is inherently taught. Furthermore, 
Tagg does not specifically teach a central control element that sends QoS parameters to a 
second access element. ^Mdnhll ] rda 0 ■> ' > ^ f I 

202 and connection manage! 2U4 ) implemented on a mobile client device inoi an aetex- 
element).. Accordingly, the proposed Ruutu-Tagg-Belfiore combination does not disclose 
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applying security at an access element as disclosed and claimed. 



In light of the foregoing, Applicant believes that all currently pending claims are 
presently in condition for allowance. Applicant respectfully requests a timely Notice of 
Allowance be issued in this case. If the Examiner believes that any further action by 
Vp| lien lecess lace thi U stion in condition for allowances Applicants 

request a n Vph me > >n - no 1 wth th amsasicmd at 'hi-, d -> t m - mi i h 
below. 

Respectfully Submitted., 
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